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Plaintiffs further allege, on information and belief, that Occidental has failed to comply 
with the Underground Injection Control regulations found in Title 14, California Code of 
Regulations, sections 1724.7, 1724.10(h-j) regarding the operation of numerous injection wells. 
Accordingly, Plaintiffs hereby provide notice of their intent to bring a civil action to enforce the 
Safe Drinking Water Act pursuant to 42 U.S. C. § 300j-8. 

42 U.S.C. § 147.250 of the Safe Drinking Water Act incorporates by reference 14 CCR 
§§ 1724.7, 1724.10(h-j). Therefore, the Safe Drinking Water Act ("SDWA") requires California 
operators to comply with these regulations. 

14 CCR § 1724.10(h) states: 

"Data shall be maintained to show performance of the project and 
to establish that no damage to life, health, property, or natural 
resources is occurring by reason of the project. Injection shaH 
be stopped if there is evidence of such damage, or loss of 
hydrocarbons, or upon written notice from the Division. Project 
data shall be available for periodic inspection by Division 
personnel" (emphasis added). 

Therefore, Occidental has a duty pursuant to the SDWA to stop injection if there is evidence of 
damage to ground water or drinking water supplies. 

The United States Environmental Protection Agency ("US EPA"), the California 
Department of Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources ("DOGGR"), and 
the California State Water Resources Control Board ("SWRCB") DOGGR have provided 
evidence of damage to underground waters suitable for irrigation or domestic purposes by the 
infiltration of, or the addition of, oilfield wastewater from underground injection activity. On 
July 18, 2011, DOGGR was publicly put on notice that injection wells in California were 
potentially endangering underground sources of drinking water. See Attachment 1, July 18, 
2011 Letter from David Albright ofUS EPA, Region 9 to Elena Miller, former State Oil and Gas 
Supervisor, discussing DOGGR UIC program deficiencies. 

On July 14,2014, the US EPA ordered DOGGR to perform an extensive review of its 
UIC well program to prevent damage to underground sources of drinking water, resulting from 
the recent reviews of California aquifer exemptions and DOGGR's UIC permitting processes. 
See Attachment 2, 2012 EPA Review of Aquifer Exemptions in California; Attachment 3, July 
17, 2014 Letter from Jared Blumenfeld, Regional Director of US EPA- Region 9, pp. 2-3; 
Attachment 4, December 22,2014 Letter from Jane Diamond of US EPA outlining steps to 
prevent damage to sources of drinking water. 

On May 15,2015, DOGGR and SWRCB reported to US EPA that hundreds of active 
injection wells "are potentially impacting water supply wells" by injecting into non-exempt 
aquifers with less than 3,000 mg/1 total dissolved solids ("TDS"), or are injecting into non-
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exempt aquifers with between 3,000 and 10,000 TDS that can "reasonably be expected to supply 
a public water system." See Attachment 5, DOGGR and SWRCB Letter to US EPA (some 
attachments omitted). 130 ofthe wells specifically identified by DOGGR and SWRCB are 
operated by Occidental. See Attachment 6, Occidental wells injecting into non-exempt aquifers 
with less than 3,000 TDS; Attachment 7, Occidental wells injecting into aquifers with between 
3,000 and 10,000 TDS that "are reasonably be expected to supply a public water system". 

As one of the largest oil and gas well operators in California, it is likely that Occidental 
was aware of this evidence of damage to California drinking water even before DOGGR and 
SWRCB's May 15, 2015 letter specifically identified Occidental's wells. Occidental's 
compliance with 14 CCR 1724.7 should have provided the same evidence of such damage relied 
upon by DOGGR and SWRCB in the May 15, 2015letter. See 14 CCR 1724.7(a)-(c). However, 
Occidental continues to inject oilfield wastewater (and potentially "flowback fluid" from 
hydraulic fracturing) into these wells, despite the evidence of damage. The information 
contained in Attachments 6 and 7 (such as API numbers and recent injection volumes) provides 
notice of the specific activities, locations, and dates of the continuing violations of the SDW A. 

Further, Plaintiffs allege Occidental failed to comply with 14 C.C.R. §§ 1724.7, 
1724.1 O(i)-G), including: 

• 14 C.C.R. 1724.7(a), which requires an engineering study, including but not 
limited to: 

(1) Statement of primary purpose ofthe project. 
(2) Reservoir characteristics of each injection zone, such as porosity, 

permeability, average thickness, areal extent, fracture gradient, original 
and present temperature and pressure, and original and residual oil, gas, 
and water saturations. 

(3) Reservoir fluid data for each injection zone, such as oil gravity and 
viscosity, water quality, and specific gravity of gas. 

(4) Casing diagrams, including cement plugs, and actual or calculated 
cement fill behind casing, of all idle, plugged and abandoned, or deeper­
zone producing wells within the area affected by the project, and 
evidence that plugged and abandoned wells in the area will not have an 
adverse effect on the project or cause damage to life, health, property, 
or natural resources. 

(5) The planned well-drilling and plugging and abandonment program to 
complete the project, including a flood-pattern map showing all 
injection, production, and plugged and abandoned wells, and unit 
boundaries. 

• 14 C.C.R. § 1724.7(b), which requires a geological study that includes, but is 
not limited to: 

(1) Structural contour map drawn on a geologic marker at or near the top of 
each injection zone in the project area. 
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(2) Isopachous map of each injection zone or subzone in the project area. 
(3) At least one geologic cross section through at least one injection well in 

the project area. 
(4) Representative electric log to a depth below the deepest producing zone 

(if not already shown on the cross section), identifYing all geologic units, 
formations, freshwater aquifers, and oil or gas zones. 

• 14 C.C.R. § 1724.7(c), which requires an injection plan which includes, but is 
not limited to: 

(1) A map showing injection facilities. 
(2) Maximum anticipated surface injection pressure (pump pressure) and 

daily rate of injection, by well. 
(3) Monitoring system or method to be utilized to ensure that no damage is 

occurring and that the injection fluid is confined to the intended zone or 
zones of injection. 

(4) Method of injection. 
(5) List of proposed cathodic protection measures for plant, lines, and wells, 

if such measures are warranted. 
(6) Treatment of water to be injected. 
(7) Source and analysis ofthe injection liquid. 
(8) Location and depth of each water-source well that will be used in 

conjunction with the project. 

• 14 C.C.R. § 1724.10(i), which states: 

To determine the maximum allowable surface injection pressure, a step-rate test 
shall be conducted prior to sustained liquid injection. Test pressure shall be 
from hydrostatic to the pressure required to fracture the injection zone or the 
proposed injection pressure, whichever occurs first. Maximum allowable 
surface injection pressure shall be less than the fracture pressure. The 
appropriate district office shall be notified prior to conducting the test so that it 
may be witnessed by a Division inspector. The district deputy may waive or 
modifY the requirement for a step-rate test if he or she determines that surface 
injection pressure for a particular well will be maintained considerably below 
the estimated pressure required to fracture the zone of injection. 

• 14 C.C.R. § 1724.100), which states: 

A mechanical integrity test (MIT) must be performed on all injection wells to 
ensure the injected fluid is confined to the approved zone or zones. An MIT 
shall consist of a two-part demonstration as provided in subsections (j)(l) and 
(2). 

(1) Prior to commencing injection operations, each injection well must pass 
a pressure test of the casing-tubing annulus to determine the absence of 
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leaks. Thereafter, the annulus of each well must be tested at least once 
every five years; prior to recommencing injection operations following 
the repositioning or replacement of downhole equipment; or whenever 
requested by the appropriate Division district deputy. 

(2) When required by subsection G) above, injection wells shall pass a 
second demonstration of mechanical integrity. The second test of a two­
part MIT shall demonstrate that there is no fluid migration behind the 
casing, tubing, or packer. 

(3) The second part of the MIT must be performed within three (3) months 
after injection has commenced. Thereafter, water-disposal wells shall be 
tested at least once each year; waterflood wells shall be tested at least 
once every two years; and steamflood wells shall be tested at least once 
every five years. Such testing for mechanical integrity shaH also be 
performed following any significant anomalous rate or pressure change, 
or whenever requested by the appropriate Division district deputy. The 
MIT schedule may be modified by the district deputy if supported by 
evidence documenting good cause. 

(4) The appropriate district office shall be notified before such tests/surveys 
are made, as a Division inspector may witness the operations. Copies of 
surveys and test results shall be submitted to the Division within 60 
days. 

Plaintiffs allege, on information and belief, that Occidental operated injection wells 
without full compliance with the applicable standards set forth above in 14 CCR § 1724.7 or 14 
CCR 1724.1 O(i)-G). Furthermore, Occidental knowingly injected and continues to inject oilfield 
waste into sources of California drinking water since at least May 15, 2015 to the present, in 
violation of 14 CCR § 1724.10(h). 

Plaintiffs bringing this notice can be reached through their Counsel, R. Rex Parris Law 
Firm located at 43364 lOth Street West, Lancaster, California 93534, (661) 949-2595. 
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Ethan T. Litney 
R. Rex Parris Law Firm 
Attorneys for Committee to Protect 
Our Agricultural Water and Mike 
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cc: Administrator, US EPA 
Regional Administrator, US EPA, Region 9 
Director, California Department of Conservation 
California State Oil and Gas Supervisor 
California Attorney General 
Occidental Petroleum Corporation 
Occidental Oil and Gas Corporation 
Oxy U.S.A Inc. 
California Resources Corporation 
California Resources Elk Hills, LLC 
California Resources Petroleum Corporation 
California Resources Production Corporation 
CT Corporation System- Registered Agent for: 

Occidental Petroleum Corporation 
Occidental Oil and Gas Corporation 
Oxy U.S.A Inc. 
California Resources Corporation 
California Resources Elk Hills, LLC 
California Resources Petroleum Corporation 
California Resources Production Corporation 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAl.. PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

July 18, 2011 

Elena Miller 
State Oil and Gas Supervisor 
Department of Conservation 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94106-3901 

Division of Oil. Gas and Geothermal Resources 
801 K Street, MS 20-20 
Sacramento, CA 95814-3530 

Dear Ms. Miller: 

I am pleased to transmit to you a copy of the California Class IT Underground Injection Control 
(UIC) Program Review rmal report (Final Report) dated June 2011 and EPA's findints and 
recommendations. As you know, EPA utilized a contract with the Horsley Witten Grbup to 
conduct an evaluation of California's implementation of the Class IT UIC primacy prqgram. The 
goals of this program evaluation were to review how the California Division of Oil, Gas, and 
Geothermal Resources (DOGGR) oversees and manages the permitting, drilling, operation, 
maintenance and plugging/abandonment of Class n UIC wells in the State, and identify program 
implementation recommendations. The Final Report incorporates additional material that was 
provided to EPA in early June 2011 from your staff. 

EPA supports the recommendations that are listed in Section 5.0 Recommendations in the Final 
Report. I anticipate that some of the recommendations may require state regulatory revisions 
and others can be addressed through procedural clarifications and modifications. In particular, I 
want to highlight the following program deficiencies that require more immediate attention and 
resolution: 

- ·Federal Ddinition and Protection of Underground Source of Drinking Water 
(USDW): DOGGR UIC regulations and primacy documents do not clearly require 
the District Offices to protect USDWs to the federally-defined standard of 10,000 
mgiL total dissolved solids ('IDS) in the permitting. construction, operation, and 
abandonment of Class n injection wells. Protection of potential drinking water 
sources which fall between TDS levels of 3,500 mg/L- the level recognized by the 
State's regulations as "fresh water"- and 10,000 mg/L is essential for DOGGR to 
demonstrate as a federal UIC primacy agency. · 

- Zone of Endangering Influence (ZEI) and Area of Review (AOR): EPA's review 
found that ZEI determinations are not being performed for injection wells throughout 
the state and AOR analyses are based almost exclusively on a fixed quarte~-mile 
radius approach. Whereas the fixed radius approach may be appropriate for some 
injection wells, there are others where this approach will not adequately capture the 
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full extent of ~ressure influences. from the injection activity (i.e., the ZEI./if 
calculated, wQUld.exeeed a quarter-mile radius around the well) aDd will require an 
expand~ A OR. · · · 

- . Step Rate Tests/.Ma.nmum Allowable Surface Pressu.re: Both Callfomia and 
federalUIC regulations mandate that max.imum.surijlce illjectlon pressure must be 
lower than the fracture ,pressure of the injection zone. However, EPA's review found 
that for most Class ll iJ:Ye'*on yrells and well fields overseen by DOGGR, the 
fracture pressure of the in~tion zone is determined by an estitnate of the! formation 
fiJlcture iradient, rather than from a well or field/formation-specific step-tate test 
(SRT) that would yiel~ a more accurate measurem,ent of fracture pressur~~ Moreover, 
even in :instances where a SRT was performed, DOGGR allowed operators to use 
only surface ·pressure measurements, rather than the more accurate combipation of 
surface and bottom-hole measurement. 1 

' ! 
Additionally, the final report :includes- recommendations for DOGGR to ensure that the State• s 
Class ll UIC progtam me.ets all federal requirements. These recommendations requdst . 
d~ification, improved procedures. and consistent standardized implementation pem!ining ro 
several areas including UIC Staff Qualifications; Annual Project Reviews; MechaniCal Integrity 
Surveys and Testing; Inspections and Compliance/Enforcement Practices and Tools~ Idle Well · 
Planning and Testing Prognmt; Finmicial Responsibility Requirements; and, Pmgging and 
Abandonment Requirements. · 

We request that you provide EPA wit;h an action plan (Plan) that addresses the above noted 
deficiencies and ofliet areaS. "for improvement identified in the Fip.al Report - Sectlon:5.0 -
Recommeridati:ol!.S by September 1, 2011. 

As part of the &rsley Wi.Uen Group's research and collection of materials to cpndu~t the program €'(al'Udo~ your ataffprovided an agency memorandum entitled U,nderground Injection 
Contool (OIC) ~~ E.tpectatioqs (Expectations Memo), signed by you arid dated May 20, 
~010. Thi~S mem:o ~ss~ some of the. program <f,eficiencies discussed in EPA's Final Report 
andlllQted in Section S.O .. R€00mmendatiom. Please include in the Plan a diseussion of the · 
Bxp~~$.$ M~o and; the status of this dOcument in relation to the EPA-approved DOGGR 
a~$mUJC·~; · · 

.A*udly, after·reView of the Final Report my staff realized: that a discussion ofQOGGR's·­
pai-ood oversight procedures for Class II slurry-:fracture injection was not induded in the 
94~Mre which the Horsley Witten Group used to eollect infol'llllition for thi~ program 
~WeW. dUe to EPA' s· error. As we are still interested in this topic, my staff plans to reach out to 
~ o0f ~District Offices to l~ more about Class II ~pplicati:ons of slurry-fracture injection, 
~ (:'anfomia. Also, we are interested in following up with the appropriate District Offices on 
any .O.utstanding material which the Final Report identffi~. including the limited use of 
oompressed bentonite for plugging and abandonment procedures _in District 4. 
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. We look forward to ari.y feedback you have on the Final Rep<>rt and the submittal of yoilr Plan to 
address the recommendations for program improvement. Once agaiJI. I wish to extepd my 
sincere thaDks to you and your staff for supporting this effort. and for the oobperatio~ and 
resources all six District Offices provid,ed to the Horsley Witten Group in responding to the 
Questionnaires, hosting site visits, and conducting follow-up as reql.leSted. . 

Enclosure 

.~n\lM .· 
~bright, Manager 

Ground Water Office 

cc: Rob Habel, Deputy Oil and Gas Sup~rvisor 
.. District Deputies, Districts 1-6 

! 
! . 
I 
I 
; 
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Enclosure 

Review of Aquifer Exemptions in California 

DRAFf Preliminary Findings 

[Transmitted via email on May 11, 2012 from David Albright, Manager, Ground Water Office, USEPA 
Region 9 to Rob Habel, DOGGR with cc to Tim Kustic, DOGGR] 
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Non-hydrocarbon producing aquifers requested tor exemption were listed in Appendix B. 
Table I ofthe primacy application. The list includes 87 fomlations/zoncs in various 1klds 
in Districts 1-6. and each of the field boundaries are depicted on the maps included in 
1\ppendix B, following Table I. 

Additional Comment 

fhe current DOGGR website pmvides a hypedink to the April 1981 primacy application. 
The website also contains a statement suggesting that the approved aquifer exemptions 
MC those contnined in the 1981 primacy application. 

The Memorandum of Agre~me11t (MOA) 

Aquifer exemptions \Vere lormally approved by EPA as discussed in Section 1-1 and 
described in Attachment 2 ofthe ''Underground Injection Control l>rogram Memorandum 
of Agreement Between California Division of Oil and Gas and the United States 
Environmental Protection Agency Region 9" (!he MOA) signed hy DOGGR and EPA in 
Septt>mber 1982. as part of the Class II UIC primacy approval process. This MOA is 
referenced in 40 CFR Part 147 as one ofthe official program documents associated with 
EPA"s approval of the California Class II UIC program. The MOA documents \vhich 
a4uif(!rs EPA exempted (refer to the copy of Attachment 1 of the MOA. attached). 

Analvsis 

EPA has c(lmpleted a review, based on the records we haw, of the aquifer exemption 
determination process that was conducted. in order to clarity and confirm which aquife•·s 
were exempted. 

Cateuory I. 

The 1981 primacy application requested the exemption of all the oil and gas producing 
tonnations included in Volume I and II of the l'cport. Volume I includes the oil and gas 
fields ofNorth and East Central Calitomia. dated 1973. Volume I has been updated since 
1973, the most current version is dated I 998. Volume II includes South. Central Coastal 
and Offshore California. dated 1974. Volume J I has also been updated. the most current 
version is dated 1991 . 

Att:.1chment 2 of the MOA slates that "all oil and gas producing aquifers identified in 
Volumes I, II and III .. ofthe report are exempt (see attached). Section 1-t of the MOA 
formally incorporated Attachment 2 into the MOA. As noted. Volume Ill is an updateu 
version of the Northern California p011ion of Volume I. and is dated 1981. Although !he 
month in 1981 is not specified. it is presumed to have heen issued post April 1981, the 
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date of the primacy application. Volume Ill has also been updated. the most current 
version is dated 1998. 

For the Category I formations in the MOA. EPA exempted all oil and gas producing 
zones that were included in the rep(ll1. as follows: I) 1973 version of Volume I; 2) 1974 
version of Volume II: and 3) 1981 \<ersion of Volume HI. As requested by DOGGR. the 
exempt portions of the aquifer are described and depicted as the shaded portions on the 
maps and cross sections of the report. 

Category 2. 

The MOA does not specifically name the 37 fonnations/zones from the post 1973 oil/gas 
producing fields proposed for exemption by DOGGR in their 1981 application (on Table 
2). However. our current review noted thaL25 of the 37 formations are included in the 
I 981 version of Volume Ill. thus the designated portions of those 25 producing 
formations are exempt. The 12 remaining tl)rmations were not included in any ofthe 
three volumes of the report (as of 1982. when EPA granted primacy and appro\'ed aquifer 
exemptions). thus they are presumed non exempt. However. ten (I 0) of the fields and 
their associated fonnations are depicted in updated versions of the report; either the 1998 
version of Volume I. or the updated version ofVolmne U. dated 1991. The two (2) 
remaining formations are listed in the 1981 primacy application as ··confidential .. in the 
Harlan Ranch Gas and Howell's Pt. Gas fields. respectively. but are not included in any 
volumes ofthe 1·eport. The 12 fonnations are: 

Field Formation 

Yowlumne Stevens 

·Rio Viejo Stevens 

Turk Anticline Temblor 

Carneros Creek Wygal 

Moorpark West Sespe 

Temblor Hills Agua 

Temblor Hills Pt. of Rocks 

Can:!aga Canyon Monterey 

Cal Canal Stevens 

Westhaven Temblor 

Harlan Ranch Gas Confidential 

Howell's Point Gas Confidential 
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Cat~1wrv 3. 

Attachment 2 ofthe MOA (att::ached) lists 20 (of the 87 originally proposed non­
hydrocarhon producing formations from Tallie I of the primacy application) 
lhrmations/zones in \arious tields in Districts 2-6 as exempt. One additional non­
hydrocarbon producing fonnation. not proposed for exemption in Table I of the primacy 
application (and presumed to have been proposed separately) is continned as exempt on 
Allachment 2 of the MOA. Thus, EPA approved a total of 21 aquite1· exemptions for 
non-hydrocarbon producing formations- 20 of the 87 originally requested. plus one 
additionull(xmation not identitied in the primacy application. The additional exempt 
t(mnation is the .. Santa Margarita Formation, Poso field, District 4. Attachment 3 of the 
MOA lists II of the 87 originally proposed non-hydrocarbon producing fonnntions/zones 
as no! exempt. 

rhe remaining 56 formations (of the 87 propt~sed in Table I ofthe primacy application) 
were not. exempted by EPA. Basl!'d on the infi.)rmation contained in EPA's administrative 
records, it appears that most, if not all of these formations were determined to be non­
USDWs and thus did not require exemption. DOGGR submitted a letter, dated March 
198::!. which provided TDS values for all87 ofthe non-hydrocarbon producing 
formations proposed for exemption in the primacy application. Fifty-three (53) ofthose 
formations are listed in the March 1982 letter as having TDS levds greater than I 0,000 
ppm. 

His undear why the remaining rhree formations from Table 2 of the primacy application 
(that had TDS values below 10,000 ppm) \vere not exempted by EPA. However. those 
tlm~e fi.mnations (Etchegoin Fm. Strand Field. District 4; Mokulemne Fm. Union Island 
Gas Field, District6; and Capay Fm, River IJreak Gas Fidd. District 6) are not included 
in Attachment 2 ofthe MOA. and are therefore not exempt. 

Additional Findings 

-, Section H. of the MOA formally incorporated Attachments 2 and 3 into the 
MOA. Section H. also clarifies that the 11 aquifers in Attachment 3 "proposed 
for exemption in the 1425 d~monstration and not exempted will be phased 
out within 18 months of the effective date of this Agreement (the MOA)". 
Since the MOA was signed in late September 1982, those 11 formations were 
not exempt as of Apri11984 . 

., Section H. of the MOA also states the following: "Aquifers exempted by the 
Division and EPA under this Agreement shall only be applicable for the 
injection of fluids related to Class II activities defined in 40 CFR 146.05 (b). 
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Sum man' 

Category I. 

All of the shaded portions of the oil and gas producing aquiters included in Volumes I. II 
and Ill ofthc report. dated 1973. 1974 and 1981 respectively. arc exempt. 

Category 2. 

25 of the 3 7 formations with in the post 197 3 fie Ids included on Table 2 of the primacy 
application and depicted in Volume Ill ofthe report dated 1981 are exempt 

12 ofthe formations within the post 1973 fields included on Table 2 of the primacy 
application and not depicted in versions of the report incorporated in the MOA. arc not 
exempt. Ten (I 0} of these I~ fields arc depicted in subsequent versions of the report. 
The two remaining tields with "confidential .. formation designations arc fbund on the 
DOGGR website as producing fields. even though they are not depicted in any 
subsequent versions of the repm1. 

Category 3 

21 non-hydrocarbon producing formations are exempt: 

[20 of the 87 originally proposed non-hydrocarbon producing zones. and 

I additional non-hydrocarbon producing zone. the Santa Margarita Fm Poso Field] 

All ofthe remaining non-hydrocarbon producing formations included in Table I ofthc 
primacy application were not exempted by EPA. Most (53) of these fonnations appear to 
have not been exempted because it was demonstrated that they are nut USDWs (TDS 
levels > I 0.000 ppm}. 

Suggested Next Steps: 

- DOGGR to review and comment on this document and provide any other relevant 
documents/materials for EPA consideration. 

- Recommend DOGGR consider modifying cmTent website regarding aquifer 
exemptions. 

- If warranted. DOGGR to identify any additional aquifers. or portions of aquifers thnt 
they request EPA consider for exemption. 

s 
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aquiii!rs containing high quality \Vnter. Additionally. DOGGR identified the pr~sence of water 
supply wdls in the vicini!)· of som~ of the ii~icction wells. On July L 2014. the State issued 
tml~rs requiring the atTected openltnrs to cease injecLion in non-exempt fresh water aquifers and 
to submit data needed to assess the potential threat to human health and potential impacts to 
\\.:lter quality. 

Exercising our authority under 40 C.F.R. ~ 145.32. EPA requests that DOGGR taketh~ 
f()llowing actions ami provide the thllowing in t(mnation to the EPA: 

EPA requests that the State provide. within 60 days ofl'eceipt ofthis letter. its initial assessment 
l'f whether any existing and potential ~ourccs of drinking wate-r are at risk of contamination from 
improper Class H injection, including the following: 

a. The location of pri\'ate and public water system \\dIs that may be at risk due to 
permitted Class H injection activities. 

b. A plan to ensme protection of human hcul!h t)·om actual or potential exposure to 
drinking water affected by any injection \\dis. 

c. In coordinalion with the Stale Water Rcsoun:es Control BmmL Regional \Vater Quality 
Control Boards and the Calitomia Department or Public Health. a plan to communicate 
this infonuation to the public and to address subsequent questions and concems. 

2. Documl."ntation of Aquifer Exemptions 

When EPA approved State primacy in 1983, EPA also approved u number ofaquiter 
exemptions. Foll(ming up on our 2012 preliminary review. we are working to evaluate the 
historical records on aquifer exemptions. To thcilitale our evaluation. EPA asks lhat DOGGR 
provide all documents that pertain to the State ·.s requests ii.1r aquiter exemptions. EPA· s approval 
or denial of such requests. and any post-primacy appeals by the State regarding aquiter 
exemptions. Please provide any information within 30 days of receipt ofthis letter. 

3. Tiered Review of Class U Wells 

Any injccti<m fh.m1 Class II wells into an aquitcr that meets the definition of an underground 
soun:e of drinking water (less than 10.000 mg/L totnl dissolved solids). absent an EPA-approved 
aquifer exemption. is inconsistent with UIC regulations and Stal'e Program primacy 
requirements. EPA understands the State is currently evaluating all potential Class II \Veils that 
may be i11iecting into underground sources of drinking \Vater. EPA supports the St<He"s plans to 
cornplete the review of all affected wells within th~ next several months. and to take responsive 
action to protect underground sources of drinking \vatt!r. \Vith priorities tor rl!view ba.sc-d on . 
proximity to water supply \\'ells and the potential that receiving fommtions may he in cmTent use 
as sources of drinking water. Please provide the follcnving: 
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a. 

b. 

c. 

4. 
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Attachment and Enclosures 

cc: Mark Nechodom. Director, California f)epartment of Conservation 
Jason Marshall. Deputy Director. California Department of Conservation 
Bruce Reeves. ChiefCounseL California Department of Conservation 
Tom Howard. Executive Director, State Water Resources Control Board 
Jonathan Bishop. Chief Deputy Director. State Water Resources Control Board 
Pamela Creedon. Executive Otl1cer. Regional Water Quality Control Board 
Clay Rodgers, Assistant Executive Officer. Regional Water Quality Control Bo:.ml 
Mark Starr. Deputy Director. California Depm1ment of Public Health 
Steven Bohlen. Oil and Gas Supervisor. Division of Oil. Gas and Geothermal Resources 
Cnlifomia Department of Conservation 
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ATTACHMENT A 

EPA Approved Aquit~r Exemption formations lor \Vhich no information is requested: 

l'vkCool Ranch 
Asphalto 
San Ardo 
San Ardo 
Ramona 
Cat i\llountain 
Simi 
San Ardo 
San Ardo 
S~m Ardo 
Monroe Swell 
Buena Vista 
K~rn Bluff 
Kern River 
M()untain Vic:w 
Pleito 
Pleito 
Poso Creek 
Coalinga 
Coalinga 
Guijorrul T-1 iII s 
Helm 
Riverdale 
Turk Anticline 
Sutter Buttes Gas 

• Oi I nnd/or gas producing 

Fonnalion /Zone 

.. D .. Sand 
Tulare 
Continental 
Aurignac 
Pico 
Undifferentiated 
Scspe 
Santa Margarita 
Monterey ··o·· Sand 
!'V[ontere) ''E"' Sand 
Santa Margarita 
Tulare 
Vedder 
Vedder 
Kem River 
Chanac 
Kem Rivel' 
S<1nta Margarita 
Santa Margarita 
Etchegoi n-J acal itos 
Etchegoin-Jaculitos* 
Tulare-Kem RiH:r 
Pliocene 
San Joaquin 
Kione* 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San CA 94105-3901 

December 2014 

Director 
California State Water Resources Control Board 
P.O. Box 100 

CA 95812-0100 

Steven Bohlen 
Oil and Gas 

of Conservation 
MS 18-05 

Dear Messrs. and Bohlen: 

I am to up on EPA's to CaiEPA and the Resources ... "'""''' 
State's administration of the federal Safe Water Act Class II Oil and Gas 
Control program. In that letter, we described serious deficiencies in 
inconsistencies with federal UIC and State IJI'"t~or:om nriiTI::II"\1 

forth 

Class II program and 
,."'""""'"" The letter also set 

and the 
nu:>nr·t=> Enclosed is a summary of the status of the State's responses to the 17 

and your efforts in the last six months 

This 
of a program revision 
EPA's 2011 audit and 2012 

zones, as this is 

and the substantial faced 

recent discussion and nFI'"l\flfU;>" 

6, 2015. This should 
and any other related reviews 

items listed in the 

sources. The water source evaluation for these 

rol"u:>n<:hiOhl address the results of 
to the 

"''""""""''"'"''t"' actions to address any to water 
rPc:,rrc:c:lnn information orders or exercise of 
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Where injection for enhanced oil recovery or waste disposal is contemplated to continue via existing 
wells into aquifers without approved exemptions, or into portions of aquifers that are outside the 
specific areas exempted, the State needs to establish a process, priorities, and a schedule to evaluate 
and address any potential threats from these operations, and for timely development of aquifer 
exemption proposals. The schedule should reflect environmental and public health priorities and 
provide adequate time for public participation and for EPA to finalize any needed decisions on these 
aquifers over the course of the next two years, and no later February 15, 2017. The State must take 
actions to prohibit injections after February 15, 2017 in any aquifers for which EPA has not approved an 
aquifer exemption. 

Further, State approval of any new wells in aquifers without approved exemptions or into portions of 
aquifers that are outside the specific area exempted should be limited to State-approved projects in 
hydrocarbon producing zones, and should include considerations such as: information from drinking 
water well surveys and recent water quality data in the vicinity of the injection wells; use of formations 
with greater than 3000 ppm TDS (as we understand the State is analyzing the conditions, if any, under 
which continued injection into hydrocarbon producing zones with water quality of less than 3000 ppm 
TDS should be permitted); use of compliance orders or exercise of comparable State authorities to 
compel operators' submittal of complete applications for aquifer exemptions, and to prohibit injections 
after February 15, 2017 in any aquifers for which EPA has not approved an aquifer exemption; 
availability of alternate disposal options; public review processes undertaken; and concurrence by 
DOC/DOGGR and State/Regional Boards. It is important to note that the State's granting of an 
authorization for an injection well prior to obtaining EPA's approval of an aquifer exemption does not 
guarantee EPA's approval, which will be based on regulatory criteria. 

Aquifer Exemption Process: Aquifer exemptions are an essential component of the State's Class II well 
permitting program. The State must determine which aquifers to exempt, provide for public 
participation and submit proposed exemptions to EPA for approval. The State must support the 
proposed exemptions with strong technical data and robust evaluations before presenting them to the 
public and EPA. Given the multiple state agencies involved, explicit internal processes and procedures 
are needed to guide the gathering and thorough evaluation of the necessary data, and seek EPA 
approval regarding the specific aquifer exemptions. EPA's Aquifer Exemption Checklist, provided 
previously and again as an enclosure with this letter, outlines the requirements for aquifer exemptions. 
We also provided several examples and met with State staff on November 3, 2014 to discuss required 
documentation. 

Historic Aquifer Exemptions: In addition to wells known to the State to be injecting into zones that do 
not have aquifer exemptions, some existing wells inject into 11 aquifers which have been historically 
treated as exempt, though data provided by the State to EPA with its 1981 primacy application indicate 
that these 11 aquifers were non-hydrocarbon producing and contained water that was less than 3000 
ppm TDS. Pursuant to Section II( H) ofthe Underground Injection Control Program Memorandum of 
Agreement Between california Division of Oil and Gas and the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, EPA believes the collection and consideration of current data on the water quality ofthese 
aquifers will afford the State the opportunity to determine whether existing wells in these aquifers 
should continue to operate. The State's program revision plan should outline performance of specific 
activities by the State and operators on a schedule that will allow EPA to finalize any needed decisions 
on these aquifers by December 31, 2016. No new wells should be authorized in an aquifer prior to the 
conclusion of this process for that aquifer. 
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EPA is committed to working with the State under 40 CFR 145.33 to enable the State to maintain 
primacy for the Class II Oil and Gas Underground Injection Control program. Given the need to resolve 
the program's serious deficiencies in a timely matter, EPA has strengthened oversight and support of the 
program. As part ofthis investment, EPA is prepared to re-direct a portion ofthe State's anticipated 
FY15 federal UIC grant allocation of approximately $550,000 to specific efforts targeted to advance the 
State's Class II program toward compliance with the Safe Drinking Water Act. We will consult with you 
on work to be led by EPA with these funds. 

We look forward to continuing our collective efforts towards achieving our shared commitment to 
protect California's underground sources of drinking water, and anticipate receiving your program 
revision plan by February 6, 2015. 

Sincerely, 

or, Water Division 

Enclosures 
(1) Status of State Response to EPA's July 17, 20141etter 
(2) EPA Aquifer Exemption Checklist 
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15, 5 

Dfi'ARTMENT Of CONSERVATION 

M"'"'""li"~"'ff' C"'l ,fur,..,._'¥ W"'r"-v"'ff' L a-nd.P 

DIVISION Of Oil, GAS. & GEOTHERMAl iESOUIICES 

As the approved plan to compliance issues California's program 
regulate the injection of Class II fluids, the Division of Oil, Gas, Geothermal 

Resources (Division) and the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water 
Board), on behalf of the State of California, have taken the following steps: 

1. Initiated emergency rulemaking to address injection into sub-10,000 
milligrams per liter (mg/L) total dissolved solids (TDS), non-hydrocarbon 
producing zones. 

2. 

On April 2, 2015, the Department of Conservation issued public notice of its intent 
to adopt emergency regulations to codify the compliance deadlines discussed in 
previous correspondence between the US EPA and the State, and to establish 
minimum civil for to comply with compliance 
regulations were approved by Office of Law on April 20, 
201 
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Mr. Michael Montgomery 
May 15, 2015 
Page2 

permitted to inject Class II fluid for disposal purposes into non-exempt, non­
hydrocarbon-bearing aquifers. The Division and the State Water Board also 
included in Category 1 those injection wells that were permitted to inject Class II 
fluid for disposal purposes into the 11 aquifers that have been historically treated 
as exempt. 

The Division initially identified for EPA a total of 532 Category 1 injection wells, 
and are treating them in two groups, depending on the water in the zone of 
injection. The first group consists of 176 injection wells injecting into aquifers that 
are below a concentration of 3,000 mg/L TDS. (See table in Attachment B.) The 
second group consists of 356 injection wells injecting into aquifers that are above 
a concentration of 3,000 mg/L TDS. (These 356 wells, broken into three groups, 
are described in the tables at Attachments C, D and E.) All 532 of these injection 
wells have been further reviewed by the Division, and the Division has determined 
that 80 of the 532 injection wells do not meet the criteria for Category 1 , as 
explained below. 

Disposition of the Group of 176 Category 1 Wells. Of the 176 Category 1 injection 
wells that were initially identified to EPA as permitted to inject into aquifers that are 
at or below 3,000 mg/L TDS, the Division has determined that 21 did not meet the 
Category 1 criteria because they (a) were completed in an aquifer that has a TDS 
concentration above 10,000 mg/L so an exemption was not needed (1 injection 
well),~) were never permitted (1 injection well), or (c) were completed in an 
aquifer that is exempt (19 injection wells). 

The State Water Board has evaluated each of the remaining 155 injection wells in 
this group to determine whether the injection well has the potential to impact water 
supply wells. (The State Water Board staff considers an injection well that is 
injecting into an aquifer with a concentration at or below 3,000 mg/L TDS as 
having the potential to impact water supply wells if the injection zone is less than 
1500 feet below ground surface, or the injection zone is within 500 feet vertically 
and one mile horizontally of the screened portion of any known existing water 
supply well.) State Water Board staff has determined that 53 of the 155 injection 
wells are potentially impacting water supply wells. Pursuant to our joint plan of 
action, the Division has obtained, through order or operator relinquishment, the 
shut-in of 23 wells. It is awaiting receipt of additional test data before making a 
determination as to whether to seek shut-in before the October 15, 2015 
compliance schedule date. In addition, the applicable regional water quality 
control boards have ordered the operators of all 155 injection wells to submit 
information regarding the quality of the injected fluids, the quality of the aquifer, 
and the location of any nearby water supply wells. 

Disposition of the Group of 356 Category 1 Wells. Of the 356 Category 1 injection 
wells that were initially identified to EPA as permitted to inject into aquifers that are 
above a concentration of 3,000 mg/L TDS, the Division determined that 59 did not 
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Mr. Michael Montgomery 
May 15,2015 
Page 3 

meet the Category 1 criteria because the injection well (a) was completed in an 
aquifer that has a TDS concentration above 10,000 mg/L, so an exemption was 
not needed (47 injection wells), (b) was never drilled or permitted for waste 
disposal (11 injection wells), or (c) was completed in an aquifer that is exempt (1 
injection well). 

The State Water Board has evaluated each of the remaining 297 injection wells to 
determine whether the injection zone is less than 1500 feet below ground surface, 
such that the portion of the aquifer into which the injection well is injecting might 
reasonably be expected to supply a public water system. State Water Board staff 
has determined that 207of the 297 injection wells have injection zones that are 
less than 1500 feet below ground surface. Pursuant to our joint plan of action, the 
Division and the State Water Board will undertake a more in depth review to 
assess if further action is needed to protect potential drinking water sources ahead 
ofthe deadline of February 15, 2017. In addition, the applicable regional water 
quality control boards plan to order the operators of all297 injection wells to 
submit information regarding the quality of the injected fluids, the quality of the 
aquifer, and the location of any nearby water supply wells. 

3. Revised Enclosure B of the State's February Gth letter to incorporate cyclic 
steam wells not associated to an approved project 

In addition to the review of the Category 1 wells, the state has identified 
approximately 3,600 cyclic steam wells that had some injection reported in 2014, 
and that are shown in Division's databases as not being associated to a permitted 
injection project. These wells are described in the table in Attachment F. 

These wells are producing oil wells for which there is steam injection of limited 
duration and volume, into zones laden with hydrocarbons. Additionally, some of 
the formations into which steam is injected have little or essentially no permeability 
and therefore would not qualify as aquifers. Therefore, most of these wells are 
very unlikely to pose a threat to potential water supply wells. As reflected in your 
March 91etter, these wells will be reviewed and analyzed by July 31, 2015. The 
enclosed map gives an example of a typical layout of these non-associated wells. 
(See Attachment G.)They tend to be intermingled with wells in an existing project 
and likely reflect a deficiency in the proper recording of these wells as associated 
to a properly permitted project. 

4. Shut in wells and issued orders for further information. 

The Division has ordered shut in, or received operator permit relinquishments, on 
a total of 23 wells. (Attachment H.) The State Water Board has issued orders for 
additional water quality information ("13267 Orders") for 157 injection wells. 
(Attachment 1.} As the well review process continues and test results are 
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Attachment B: Class II Water 
Disposal Wells Permitted to Inject 
into Non-exempt, Non­
hydrocarbon-bearing Aquifers 
(Category 1, sub- 3,000 TDS) 
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Class II Water Disposal Wells Permitted to Inject into Non-exempt, Non-hydrocarbon-bearing Aquifers 
(Category 1, sub - 3,000 TDS) Attachment B 
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Class II Water Disposal Wells Permitted to Inject into Non-exempt, Non-hydrocarbon-bearing Aquifers (Category 1, sub- 3,000 TDS) Attachment B 
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Class II Water Disposal Wells Permitted to Inject into Non-exempt, Non-hydrocarbon-bearing Aquifers (Category 1, sub- 3,000 TDS) Attachment B 
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Class II Water Disposal Wells Permitted to Inject into Non-exempt, Non-hydrocarbon-bearing Aquifers 
(Category 1, sub- 3,000 TDS) Attachment B 
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Class II Water Disposal Wells Permitted to Inject into Non-exempt, Non-hydrocarbon-bearing Aquifers 
(Category 1, sub- 3,000 TDS) 

and removed from the tist, indud1ng but not llmited to one or more of the following reasons: well plugged and abandoned, well converted an oil and gas well m another zone, we!! completed within exempted aquifer 

Bolded lettering reflects recent updates (May 2015) 

Attachment B 
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Attachment C: 207 of 356 Category 1 
Injection Wells 
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207 Wells Injecting Into Aquifers that are Reasonably Expected to Supply a Public Water Supply System 
Category 1(3,000-10,000 TDS) 

Attachment C 

5-7-2015 
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207 Wells Injecting Into Aquifen that are Reasonably Expected to Supply a Public Water Supply System 
Category 1 (3,000·10,000 TDS} 

Attachment C 

5-7-2015 
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207 Wells Injecting Into Aquifers that are Reasonably Expected to Supply a Public Water Supply System 
Category 1 (3,000-10,000 TDSI 

llquWer is reasonably expected to supply • pubUt water ..,..tern (equivalent to 1M criteria used to define UIC wells 
"potentially lmpodifll! water supply wells" in Enclosure II) 

Attachment C 

• APis 2973297 and 2971806 are injecting into an Aquifer Historically Treated as Exempt (cease injection by December 31, 2016 unless EPA approves om aquifer exemption) and 
were associated with Information (13261) order issued in August 2014. 

5-7-2015 
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Zone Water 11-2011 to 12-2014 11 Suspect Aquifers? 

Yes 
SANTA MARGARITA Yes 2112 SANTA MARGARITA Yes 1560 SANTA MARGARITA Yes 1620 CHANAC/SANTA MARGARITA Yes 1028 Kern 

Ch., S.M. -Yes 965 
Yes 1510 MARGARITA Yes 2182 SANTA MARGARITA Yes 1912 SANTA MARGARITA 

2128 SANTA MARGARITA 
1807 SANTA MARGARITA Yes 

SANTA MARGARITA Yes 
SANTA MARGARITA Yes 
SANTA MARGARITA 

Yes Chevron U.S.A. Inc. SANTA MARGARITA 
Yes 
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Field Operator According to DOGGR ;I· API # _Hone TD~L Injection Zone 
Kern River Chevron U.S.A. Inc. , 029732971 3325 r Chanac -~----- ~--~----~-· ·- Chevron U.S.A. Inc. . 1-=-=. 02979440! 7484 I TULARE . Chevron U.S.A.-Inc. -~-, 02986992i7484~TU-LARE ~ ci1~vr~nu.s-:A-.~,nc.--~ --··~- To301s4821 ··7484-~r-~ 

···~·-·- ..... -- .. --··- ... t· .. I· ·······~-···!----· :.:.~.--l~~V!~n U.S.A. Inc. ~()_~O~~~Cl_~f 7484 
Chevron U.S.A. Inc. , 03032806, 
ct1evron. u.s."A~inc~----- la3o3-79-6sl 

........... . ......................... ----~~--- r 03023231f 
Che_\f~~~-~.S.A.:_Inc. -·-...... - ... JQ303~~Q8l. 
Chevron U.S.A. Inc. i 030328101 I··············· ......................... --~-.. --.-~................. . . ., . 
Chevron U.S.A. Inc. I 030328111 

· i · r 

.. -- .. -- ... ..... + ~~%!~:~~ ~ 
. lo30339481 4375 I Tulare/Etchegoin 

Water Injected 11-2011 to 12-2014 I Top PeJ~ater Wells ~-~-~ile_ 
1,198,280 700 40 

~"~-,~-

499,537 
278,842 

578 
488 
542 
580 
560 
604 
445 
750 
775 
755 
780 
765 
790 

1 

0 
1 
0 
1 

(!) 

""" 0 
0 
0 

I 

""" ro 
N 
(!) 
(<) 
0 
0 
01 
0 
0 
0 ..-
0 
01 
0 
w 



PROOF OF SERVICE 

OF AND 
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SERVICE LIST 

Gina McCarthy, Administrator Jared Blumenfeld, Regional Administrator 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency US EPA, Pacific Southwest, Region 9 
Ariel Rios Building, Mail Code 11 01 A 75 Hawthorne St. 
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, NW San Francisco, CA 94015 
Washington, DC 20460 VIA CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 
RECEIPT REQUESTED 9171 9690 0935 0099 3560 16 
9171 9690 0935 0088 2127 50 

David Bunn, Director Steven Bohlen, State Oil and Gas Supervisor 
California Department of Conservation Division of Oil, Gas, and Geothermal Resources 
801 K. Street, MS 24-01 801 K. Street, MS 20-20 
Sacramento, CA 95814 Sacramento, CA 95814 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN VIA CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN 
RECEIPT REQUESTED RECEIPT REQUESTED 
9171 9690 0935 0088 2127 67 9171 9690 0935 0099 3560 23 

Kamala Harris, California Attorney General O'MEL VENY & MYERS LLP 
Office of the Attorney General Matthew Kline 
1300 I Street 1999 A venue of the Stars, 7th Floor 
Sacramento, CA 95814-2919 Los Angeles, CA 90067 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN Phone: (31 0) 246-6840 
RECEIPT REQUESTED VIA CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN 
9171 9690 0935 0088 2127 74 RECEIPT REQUESTED 

9171 9690 0935 0099 3560 30 

O'MELVENY & MYERS LLP Occidental Petroleum Corporation 
Dimitri D. Portnoi 11 0 West 7th Street 
400 South Hope Street, Suite 1435 Tulsa, OK 74119 
Los Angeles, CA 90071 VIA CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN 
Phone: (213) 430-7699 RECEIPT REQUESTED 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN 9171 9690 0935 0099 3560 47 
RECEIPT REQUESTED 
9171 9690 0935 0088 2127 81 

Occidental Oil and Gas Corporation 
110 West 7th Street 

Oxy U.S.A. Inc. 
11 0 West 7th Street 

Tulsa, OK 74119 Tulsa, OK 74119 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN VIA CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN 
RECEIPT REQUESTED RECEIPT REQUESTED 
9171 9690 0935 0088 2129 96 9171969009350099356054 
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California Resources Corporation California Resources Elk Hills, LLC 
10889 Wilshire Blvd 10889 Wilshire Blvd 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 Los Angeles, CA 90024 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL -RETURN VIA CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN 
RECEIPT REQUESTED RECEIPT REQUESTED 
9171 9690 0935 0099 3560 09 9171 9690 0935 0099 3560 61 

California Resources Petroleum Corporation CT Corporation System 
10889 Wilshire Blvd Registered Agent for California Resources 
Los Angeles, CA 90024 Production Corporation 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL -RETURN 818 W Seventh Street, Suite 930 
RECEIPT REQUESTED Los Angeles, CA 90017 
9171 9690 0935 0099 3560 78 VIA CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN 

RECEIPT REQUESTED 
9171 9690 0935 0099 3561 15 

CT Corporation System CT Corporation System 
Registered Agent for Occidental Petroleum Registered Agent for Occidental Oil and Gas 
Corporation Corporation 
818 W Seventh Street, Suite 930 818 W Seventh Street, Suite 930 
Los Angeles, CA 9001 7 Los Angeles, CA 90017 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN VIA CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN 
RECEIPT REQUESTED RECEIPT REQUESTED 
9171969009350099356085 9171969009350099356122 

CT Corporation System CT Corporation System 
Registered Agent for Oxy U.S.A. Inc. Registered Agent for California Resources 
818 W Seventh Street, Suite 930 Corporation 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 818 W Seventh Street, Suite 930 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN Los Angeles, CA 90017 
RECEIPT REQUESTED VIA CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN 
9171 9690 0935 0099 3560 92 RECEIPT REQUESTED 

9171 9690 0935 0099 3561 39 

CT Corporation System CT Corporation System 
Registered Agent for California Resources Registered Agent for California Resources 
Elk Hills, LLC Petroleum Corporation 
818 W Seventh Street, Suite 930 818 W Seventh Street, Suite 930 
Los Angeles, CA 90017 Los Angeles, CA 90017 
VIA CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN VIA CERTIFIED MAIL- RETURN 
RECEIPT REQUESTED RECEIPT REQUESTED 
9171969009350099356108 9171 9690 0935 0099 3561 46 
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